
RELEASED 
. 

As requested 1.n your letter to the Asszstant Comptroller General 
dated January 29, 1970, we are enclosing our comments on our examlna- 
tlon into certain statements made In an article from The Vlrglnla 
Observer dated May 30, 1969, concerning Mr. Lawrence M. Cox, t;E;;t- 
ant Secretary, Department of Houslng and Urban Development. 
statements questloncd certain expenses for travel and entertainment 
rncurred by Mr. Cox while he was Executive Director of the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and Houslng Auth ' V1rg*nla' and the 
use of NRFIA labor, equipment, truct Mr. Cox's 
summer home and NRHA Labor to remodel his apartment. Our examlnatI*n 
was lzmlted to those areas which could have involved the use of Fed- 
eral funds. 

We provided Nr. Cox with the opportunity to comment on a draft 
of this report. HIS comments are Included as an appendix to the 
enclosure. 

We arc sending a slmllar report to another member of the Congress 
III response to his letter regarding this matter. 

SIncerely yours, 

~$&ss&a~~t Comptroller General 
of the Unrted States 

Enclosure 

The Honorable Wlillam E. Spong, Jr. 
Unlted States Senate 
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The General Accounting Office has examined into certain statements 
made In an article of The Virginia Observer--a Norfolk, Virginia, news- 
paper--dated May 30, 1969, concerning Mr. Lawrence M. Cox, Assistant 
Secretary, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) These 
statements questloned certain expenses for travel and entertainment 
incurred by Mr. Cox while he was Executive Director of the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority (NRHA) and the use of NRHA labor, 
equipment, and materials to construct his summer home and NRHA labor to 
remodel his apartment. We limited our examination to those areas which 
could have involved the use of Federal funds. Our comments follow. 

TRAVEL AND ENTERTAIMNT EXPENSES 

The newspaper article stated that NRHA had reimbursed Mr. Cox for 

1. Travel and entertainment expenses that he had incur-red while 
serving as a consultant on a private prolect--"Downtown 
Progress"-- In Washington, D-C. 

2. Non-business-related expenses incurred on trips to Phoenix, 
Arizona, San Francisco, California, and Miami, Florida, 
during April, May, and June 1968, respectively. 

3. The cost of meals that he had paid for a consultant to the 
city of Norfolk, officials of The Virginian Pilot--a Norfolk 
newspaper--and others 

To identify any misuse of Federal funds which may have been involved 
In these transactions, we examined into NRHA's procedures for accounting 
for travel and entertainment expenses and into the questioned payments. 
In addition, we examined into all other payments to Mr. Cox for travel 
and entertainment expenses from February 1968 to April 1969--the period 
covering the specific dates mentioned in the newspaper article. 

NRHA was responsible for operating 14 housing projects, eight urban 
renewal projects, and one neighborhood development proJect. All the 
projects were federally aided, except three housing proJects which were 
wholly owned by NRHA. Separate accounting records were maintained for 
each project. 

NRHA has a revolving fund and a working fund. Costs and expenses 
are generally financed and processed through the revolving fund when 
they are considered applicable to all projects and through the working 
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fund when they are consldered applicable only to the three wholly owned 
NRHA proJects. Perrodlcally, the funds are replenlshed and the expenses 
are prorated to the accounts of the various proJects. Expenses that 
have been financed from the working fund are proreted solely to the NRH4 
wholly owned projects, and expenses fxnanced from the revolving fund are 
generally prorated to all projects. 

The NRHA Controller Informed us that for about 15 years It had been 
the practice of NRHA to charge all the Executive Director's travel and 
entertainment expenses to NRHA wholly owned proJects. He informed us 
further that these expenses, except for the cost of airline tickets, had 
been paid from the working fund. We traced all the payments of these 
expenses incurred by Mr Cox during the period February 1968 to April 
1969 to the lndlvldual accounts of the projects. We found that Mr. Cox's 
entertainment and travel expenses, except for the cost of alrllne tickets, 
had been financed exclusively from the working fund and charged to the 
three NRHA wholly owned projects and therefore had not involved Federal 
funds. 

The NRHA practice 1s to finance the Executive Director's alrllne 
tickets from either the revolving fund or the working fund but to charge 
the costs solely to the NRHA wholly owned proJe'cts. We traced all the 
payments for Mr. Cox's alrlrne tickets made during the period February 
1968 to Aprrl 1969 to the lndlvldual accounts of the proJects. We found 
that, with one minor exception, the cost of Mr. Cox's airline tickets had 
been charged to the three NRHA wholly owned proJects. 

The exception involved the cost of airline travel In the amount of 
$44 that Mr. Cox had Incurred to attend a meeting with HUD offlclals 
This expense was financed from the revolving fund and subsequently pro- 
rated to all the NRHA proJects. We brought thrs matter to the attention 
of a responsible offlclal who told us that the $44 had been charged to 
all the prolects, rather than exclusively to the NRHA wholly owned proJ- 
ects, because of an accounting error. 

Therefore, except for $44, all of Mr. Cox's entertainment and travel 
expenses were charged to the three NRHA wholly owned prolects and, as a 
result, did not Involve Federal funds. 

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT 

The newspaper article stated that NRHA employees, equipment, and 
materials had been used In the construction of Mr. Cox's summer home and 
that NRHA employees had been used In the remodeling of his apartment. 
We examined Into this matter, since the use of NRHA employees, equipment, 
and material could indlrectly involve Federal funds. 

As stated previously, NRHA operates 11 houslng prolects, eight urban 
renewal prolects, and one neighborhood development project, which are 
federally alded. The Federal aid 1s provided by HUD, and in fiscal year 
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1969 such ard amounted to a total of about $1.8 mllllon for the 20 proj- 
ei2t.9. Wrthrn varzous lrmitatlons, the amoclnt of Federal ard IS determlned, 
In essence, by the amount that the cost of each prolect exceeds project 
revenues, and therefore any Increase In a proJect's*costs would result in 
an increase in the Federal contrlbutlon. 

Due to the nature of the activltles and of the relatlonshlps between 
the parties Involved, there was an absence of Independent sources of data, 
such as are generally avallable to us in our regular examlnatlons. There- 
fore, by necessity, a large part of the data that we obtained during our 
examrnatlon was obtalned through dlscusslons with parties involved In the 
activities and through examination of those records that they made avall- 
able to US, 

Information obtained regarding the 
use of NRHA employees to construct 
a house at Cedar Point, Vrrglnla 

During out review we contacted every person known to us who might 
have had lnformatlon regarding the use of NRHA employees to construct the 
house owned by Mr. Cox in an area known as Cedar Point in Nansemond County, 
Virginia, which was referred to in the newspaper article as Mr. Cox's 
"summer home." Of the 29 persons we contacted, only one--a former employee 
of NRHA --informed us that he believed that Mr. Cox's house at Cedar Point 
had been constructed by NRHA employees, 

The former employee stated that he had never worked at Cedar Point 
and that his belief was based on the absence of certain employees for 
several days at a time and on an offer of weekend employment, which was 
subsequently canceled, that he had received from his NRHA supervisor. He 
said that he thought that the absent employees were working on Mr. Cox's 
house and that, although the supervisor had not said so, the weekend 
employment he was offered was for the purpose of installing roofing on 
Mr. Cox's house. The former employee stated also that he had visited 
Cedar Point on Saturday, February 22, 1969, and had seen men working on 
the house. He said, however, that he was too far away to identify the 
men. He stated also that he could not substantiate the lnformatlon that 
he was glvlng us. 

Although no NRHA employees informed us that they had helped construct 
the house at Cedar Point, nine informed us that they had worked at the 
summer home after the construction apparently had been completed. Infor- 
mation obtalned during dlscusslons with these employees indicated that the 
employees were involved in site clearing, landscaping, and constructing a 
slate patlo. The men told us that they had worked at Cedar Point only on 
their own time and that they had been pald In cash by either the NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer or another NRHA employee who was foreman for 
the work done at Cedar Pornt for each day that they had worked. The NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer and the NRHA foreman stated that they had 
received funds from a representative for a land development company for 
the total amount of work done and that they had paid the other men in cash. 
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We dlscussed supervisory control over NRHA employees with three NRHA 
supervlsors who were responsible for certlfylng the time and attendance 
records of SIX of the employees who had worked at Cedar Point. All three 
supervisors Informed us that they had not worked at Cedar Point at any 
time and that they had malntalned close supervlslon over the SIX employees 
and therefore knew that they had not worked at Cedar Pornt during their 
NRHA working hours. 

We found that the land development company referred to by the NRHA 
employees did not maintain offices ln Norfolk but was represented by an 
agent. The agent Informed us that the company, a corporatron, had two 
houses built on land that it owned at Cedar Point and that Mr. Cox had 
purchased one of the two houses on August 1, 1969. We subsequently verl- 
fled that the deed transferring the property to Mr. Cox was dated August 1, 
1969. 

The agent informed us that both the houses constructed for the corpo- 
ration had been built by a local builder. He sa1.d that the house purchased 
by Mr. Cox originally had been intended as a guest house for the use of 
potential purchasers of land from the corporation but that it was subse- 
quently put up for sale. He Informed us that Mr. Cox had first expressed 
an interest In purchasing the house about a month prior to its sale on 
August 1, 1969. 

The agent informed us also that the corporation had no permanent 
employees and that he therefore hlred workers as needed. He said that he 
paid for the work and was subsequently reimbursed by the corporation. The 
agent stated that, among others, he had on occasion hired on a temporary 
basis men who he understood were off-duty employees of NRHA He said that 
he could identify only two of the lndlvlduals that he had hlred--the NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer, whom he contacted when he needed workers, and 
another NRHA employee In the NRHA Central Maintenance Department. The 
agent confirmed that he had paid either one or the other of these two men 
for the total amount of work done each time at Cedar Point and that they 
paid the other men. 

The agent InforDed us that he had met the Chief Maintenance Engineer 
through Mr. Cox whom we found to be an officer of the corporation repre- 
sented by the agent. Annual reports filed by the corporation with the 
State of V-Lrgln-La In 1968 and 1969 showed Mr Cox to be the Vice Presldent- 
Treasurer and a director of the corporation 

The agent informed us that, during February and March of 1969--before 
the house was purchased by Mr. Cox-- the agent had hired several men who, 
he understood, were employed by NRHA during the week, to work on weekends 
at the site of the house subsequently purchased by Mr. Cox He said that 
these men had cleared brush and performed some landscaping. He stated that 
they had not partlclpated In construction of the house. The agent showed 
us an Informal record, which he said related to this work, that showed that 
from five to seven men had been pard on frve consecutive Saturdays between 
February 15 and March 15, 1969. According to the record, a total of 
$644.44 was paid for the work. 
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The Chief Ma-Lntenance Engineer confirmed that the agent for the cor- 
poration had contacted him when temporary rlorkers were needed. He said 
that he had conveyed the requests to NRHA employees through another NRHA 
employee and that the other employee selected the men to-work from those 
men who said they wanted to work 

The engineer stated that the work at Cedar Point generally consisted 
of clearing the land and landscaping. He stated that neither he nor the 
other NRHA employees had partrclpated in the construction of the house now 
owned by Mr. Cox. 

The nine NRHA employees who told us that they had worked at Cedar 
Point confirmed that they had worked there during the period covered by 
the agent's records and that the work had consisted generally of con- 
structing a patio, clearing brush, and landscaping. We reviewed the NRHA 
payroll records and found that the nine men had not been paid by NRHA for 
the Saturdays on which the agent's records showed that he had hlred and 
pald for NRHA employees to work at Cedar Point. 

In a further effort to determine whether NRHA labor might have been 
used in constructing Mr. Cox*s home, we Interviewed the contractor who 
constructed the house. The contractor Informed us that no NRHA employees 
had been used to construct the house. In addition, he made hzs records 
available to us, and we found that he had incurred labor costs. Also, we 
found no evidence that NRHA employees had been used. 

Information obtalned regarding the use 
of NRHA employees prior to construction 
of the house at Cedar Point 

Although only one of the 29 individuals that we contacted Informed 
us of his belief that NRHA employees had been used to construct Mr. COX’S 
house, another individual, also a former NRHA employee, informed us that 
NRHA employees had been improperly used for other purposes at Cedar Point. 
Although he said that he had not worked at Cedar Point, he informed us 
that NRHt? employees had worked there in 1967, 1968, and 1969. He said 
that he could not recall specifically when various types of work had been 
performed, however, he stated that some of the work had been done on week- 
days during NRHA working hours and that the NRHA employees usually had 
been supervised by NRHA supervisors. He stated also that much of the work 
had been performed prior to the construction of Mr Cox's house. 

The former employee informed us that he had accompanied the NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer on trips to Cedar Point on weekdays during 
normal NRHA working hours on at least 15 occasions. He said that some- 
times NRHA employees had been working at Cedar Point while he was there, 

The former employee said that he did not know whether the employees 
had been paid by NRHA for all the time they worked at Cedar Point. He 
said that many NRHA employees frequently worked for NRHA at night and on 
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weekends and other days off for which work they received compensatory 
time rather than overtime pay. He stated, however, that the amount of 
time the NRFLA employees worked at Cedar Po-Lnt wh-Lle being pa-Ld by NRHA 
was slgniflcant, I 

Much of the lnformatlon provided by the former employee concerned 
the Chief Maintenance Engineer. He stated that the engineer served as 
consultant and/or supervlsed the (1) erectlon of a chain link fence, 
(2) drllllng of a well, (3) layout of the Cedar Point road system, and 
(4) clearing of the land, lncludlng preparation of the site for Mr. Cox's 
house. 

The former employee informed us that he did not have any records or 
other documents that would substantiate the znformatlon that he was glv- 
lng us. 

The NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer confirmed that he and other NRHA 
employees had worked at Cedar Point for the corporation for a number of 
years. He stated that neither he nor, as far as he knew, any other NRHA 
employee had worked at Cedar Point at any time while being paid by NRHA. 
He advlsed us that, with the exception of some trips that he had made to 
Cedar Point, the work was always performed either on weekends or during 
weekday evenings. The engineer stated that the work at Cedar Point gen- 
erally consisted of clearing the land and landscaping. 

In regard to the trips that he had made to Cedar Point on weekdays, 
the engineer stated that he had made about 15 such trips over a 3-year 
period and that he was either on annual leave or on compensatory time 
from NRHA when he made the trips. He said that he had made the trips to 
check on the progress being made at the development He said that he had 
been alone on these occasions, however, he said that he and a former NRHA 
employee (the employee referred to on p. 5) had played golf at Cedar Point 
several times on weekdays and on weekends. He said that both he and the 
former employee had been either on annual leave or on compensatory time 

'from NRHA on these occasions. He could not provide us with the speclflc 
dates that he had made the trips to Cedar Point. 

The engineer stated that he had not served as consultant and/or 
supervised the (1) erection of a chain link fence, (21 drilling of a well, 
and (3) layout of the Cedar Point road system. He conflrmed that, In the 
absence of the agent for the corporatron, he had on occasion supervised 
clearing and landscaping at Cedar Point. He said that when he had done 
so he had been paid by the agent for the corporation and not by NRHA. 

The engineer informed us that he did not have any records or other 
documents that would substantiate the lnformatlon that he was giving us, 

In addition to the engineer, eight other NRHA employees informed us 
that they had performed work at Cedar Point prior to the work done in 
early calendar year 1969. All of these men told us that this work had 
been done on their own time, 
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The agent showed us Informal records lndlcatlng that, prior to cal- 
endar year 1969, he had hrred NRHA employees on two occasions In 1968 and 
on four occasions In 1967 and had pald a total of about $540 for this 
work. The lnformsl records of the agent did not generally show the names 
of the men. 

All the dates furnlshed us by the agent, with the exceptlon of one In 
1967, were Saturdays. For th1.s 1967 date, the agent's Informal records 
did not show the names of the men who had worked and the agent informed us 
that he could not recall any of therr names. We Interviewed one NRHA 
employee who stated that he may have worked on that date while he was on 
vacation. The NRHA records shoded that this employee was on annual leave 
on the 1967 date 1.n question He Identified one other NRHA employee who, 
he believed, had worked with hrm. The other NRHA employee stated that he 
did not recall working at Cedar Point on that date, 

Consequently, we again contacted the first employee who advised us 
that he had been mistaken about the employee named previously and ldentl- 
fred a different employee as having worked with him. This employee also 
informed us that he could not recall working at Cedar Point on that day. 
The NRHA records showed that one of the two NRHA employees Identified had 
been on annual leave on the 1967 date In question but that the other 
employee had not. 

Information obtained regarding the use of NRHA 
equipment to construct the house at Cedar Point 

Two former NRHA employees whom we contacted regarding the work at 
Cedar Point Informed us that NRHA-owned small tools and vehicles had been 
used there. One of the former employees said that the small tools con- 
slsted of such tools as shovels, rakes, and hoes, He said that tbe NRHA 
vehicles that he had seen at Cedar Point had been the automobiles assigned 
to Mr. Cox and another NRHA offlclal. He said that he had not seen any 
construction equipment at Cedar Point and that he had no knowledge that 
such equipment was used. 

The agent of the corporation informed us that he had no knowledge of 
NRHA tools or vehicles being used at Cedar Point The NRKA Chief Malnte- 
nance Engineer, however, confirmed that NRHLowned small tools had been 
used at Cedar Point and that NRHA-owned automobiles had been at Cedar 
Point. The engineer said that he was the person within NRHA responsible 
for tools and that, although he had not speclflcally authorized the use 
of the tools at Cedar Point, he was aware of their be-Lng used. The engl- 
neer stated that one of the NRHA employees supervlslng the off-duty NRHA 
employees working at Cedar Point had carried these tools to the site and 
had returned them to NRHA He said that no other NRHA equipment had been 
used at Cedar Pornt. 

The engineer s&d that no NRHA-owned vehicles had been used to per- 
form work at Cedar Pulnt. He stated that Mr Cox had been asslgned an 
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NRHA-owned automobile for his use and that Mr. Cox had driven thrs automo- 
bile to Cedar Point on many occasions. The engineer said also that he had 
driven the NRHA automobile assrgned to him to Cedar Point prior to 1964 
but that he had not taken It to Cedar Point after thLt,t;me. We verlfled 
that a NRHA-owned vehicle had been speclflcally assigned to Mr. Cox 

Several of the NRHA employees who had worked at Cedar Point also told 
us that NRHA-owned small tools, such as shovels and rakes, had been used 
at Cedar Point They all said, however, that they had no knowledge of 
NRHA-owned equipment and vehicles being used to perform work at Cedar 
Point. 

Information obtalned regarding the 
use of NRHA materials to construct 
the house at Cedar Point 

The agent of the corporation informed us that the contractor that 
constructed the house had purchased the materials and that he did not know 
of any materials that had been obtained from NRHA that were used in the 
construction of the house owned by Mr. Cox. He said, however, that he 
had purchased some slate from NRHA that had been used to build a patio at 
the house. He stated also that he had not obtained any other materials 
from NRHA. 

The NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer confirmed that some NRHA slate 
had been sold to the corporation He said that the slate had been sal- 
vaged from one of the NRHA demolltlon prolects and was excess to NRHA 
needs. He said that, prior to thrs sale, salvaged slate had been given 
away or used as land fill. He stated that he had determlned the amount 
that the corporation was charged for the slateon the basrs of the aver- 
age of quoted prices obtalned from several slate companies. 

The engineer informed us that the slate was the only material used 
at the site of Mr Cox's house that had been obtained from NRHA He said 
that he had arranged for some salvaged cobblestones to be taken to the 
site of the house but that he had returned them to NRHA when the planned 
use of the cobblestones became an issue In a Norfolk newspaper. He stated 
that the corporation would have pald for the cobblestones if they had been 
used. 

The various other persons we contacted relative to the work at Cedar 
Point knew of no other material obtained from NRHA that had been used in 
the construction of the house owned by Mr. Cox or elsewhere at Cedar Point. 

The contractor that constructed the house informed us that he had not 
obtained any materials from NRHA HIS records showed that he had Incurred 
costs for materials and did not show that materials had been obtalned from 
NRHA. In addltz.on, we examined the contractor's records for the types of 
material used in the construction of the house, which we had noted were 
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stocked by NRHA. The records substantiated that the contractor had pur- 
chased the Items from commercial sources. 

The NRHA accountrng records showed the receipt of $150 from the agent 
for the corporatron for the slate. Tn addrtron, the NRHA Controller pro- 
vided us wrth a reproductron of the agent's check for $150. We noted that 
NRHA had bllled the agent for the slate on April 11, 1969, approxrmately a 
month after the patro was Installed 

The NRHA Controller said that salvaged materral from demolIshed proj- 
ects 1s consldered surplus and LS not carrred on NRHA records He rndl- 
cated that the aforementioned salvaged slate and cobblestones were of thus 
nature and had not been prcked up on NRHA inventory records. He said that 
the NRHA Chief Maintenance Engrneer was authorized to dispose of such sur- 
plus materral from demolished projects. 

Information obtalned relative to 
the apartment at Haque Towers 

The newspaper article stated that Mr. Cox had compelled 

%X3A workers to remodel hrs penthouse apartment at the Haque 
Tower (when he moved, Cox had NRHA Maintenance Superintendent 
[name deleted] to substantiate the value of the improvements 
for resale to the new tenant)." 

The individual referred to as the Maintenance Superintendent rn the artrcle 
was the NRHA Chief k&ntenance Engineer. 

With the exception of one person, whom we could not locate, we con- 
tacted every person known to us who mrght have lnformatron regarding the 
use of NRHA employees to remodel Mr Cox's apartment. Only one of these 
lndlv1duaI.s indicated that NRHA employees might have remodeled the apart- 
ment on NRHA time. He said that he had no firsthand knowledge of the 
matter but that he had heard that some NRHA employees had worked on 
Mr. Coxrs apartment during time that they were being paid by NRHA and 
that NRHA equipment had been used In the remodeling. He informed us, how- 
ever, that he could not substantiate the information that he was glvlng us 
and that he did not know anyone who could provide us with rnformatlon 
regarding this matter. 

The NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer informed us that NRHA employees 
had not remodeled Mr. Cox's apartment. He sard that Mr Cox had hired an 
lnterlur decorating company to advlse and assist him In remodeling his 
apartment. He stated that the apartment had been painted In connection 
with the remodeling and that Mr. Cox had hired an NRHA employee to paint 
the apartment during his off-duty hours The engineer sard that the 
lndrvldual who had palnted the apartment was no longer employed at NRHA. 

One other NRHA employee confrrmed that a former NRHA employee had 
done scme painting at Mr Cox's apartment. He sard that the former 
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. 
employee had told him the palntlng had been done on his own tzme. He 
said also that the Indlvldual involved often had done such work on his 
own time. He added that he had worked with the former employee doing 
palntlng work after regular NRHA working hours but that he had not 
helped to paint Mr. Cox's apartment. 

We were Informed that the indlvldual who had palnted Mr. Cox's apart- 
ment had moved from the Norfolk area and that h1.s present locatlon was 
unknown. 

In regard to the statement in the newspaper article that he had sub- 
stantrated the value of improvements in Mr. Cox's apartment, the NRHA 
Chref Maintenance Engineer informed us that the article was apparently 
referring to a cabinet-type room dlvlder. He said that Mr. Cox had a 
private contractor build a room divider for his apartment in connection 
wrth the remodelxng. He said that, when Mr Cox consldered selling the 
room divider to a prospective tenant of the apartment, Mr. Cox had asked 
him to inform the prospective tenant of its cost. The engineer stated 
that he had knowledge of the cost of the room dlvlder because of drscus- 
slons with Mr. Cox and not because he had participated In its construc- 
tlon. 

The engrneer informed us that he had not substantiated for prospec- 
tlve tenants the cost of any other improvements in Mr. Cox's apartment. 
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DEPARTMENT OF dOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

1 
c WASHINGTON,D C 20410 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR RENEWAL AND HOUSlNG ASSISTANCE February 18, 1970 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

Mr. Max Hirschhorn 
Associate Director 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Hirschhorn: 

Thank you for your letter of February 6 inviting my comment on 
the draft report of your investigation into certain statements 
relating to my activities as Executive Director of the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority prior to my appointment as 
Assistant Secretary with the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. As you have requested, the following comments are 
entirely personal and do not in any way represent the views of 
the Department. 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to comment, for I believe 
the Report clearly and conclusively confirms the fact that there 
has been no misuse of Federal funds and no impropriety in the 
use of labor, equipment or materials owned by the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority. 

As the Report indicates, a large number of responsible individuals 
having first-hand knowledge in the matter were interviewed. All 
but two denied the allegations, and provided ample supporting 
evidence and documentation to support their assertions. Whereas 
the two unnamed individuals who were former employees and who 
made certain allegations were unable to substantiate their 
assertions, and even appeared unable to attest to first-hand 
knowledge concerning their allegations. 

But as the statements of all the other individuals verify and 
as the available records support, the employees of NRHA who 
worked at Cedar Point did so of their own free will, on their 
own time, and were paid by the developer and not by NRHA. 



In summary, the Report reflects that a thorough and accurate 
xnvestrgatlon has been made of the reported allegations, and 
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fully confirms my personal earnest convlctlon that the 
allegations are untrue and without foundation. 
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Dear Senat .or Metcalf 

CWMPY ROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

Reference IS made to your letter aated June 19, 1969, requestrng 
our comments on certain statements made In an article from The Vlrglnla 
Observer dated May 30, 1969, concerning Mr. Lawrence M. Cox, AssIstant 
Secretary, Department of Houslng and Urban Development, and your letter 
of January 20, 1970, encloslng further lnformatlon for the use of our 
Offlce In connection with the lnvestlgatlon of this matter. The state- 
ments contained In The Vrrglnla Observer article of May 30, 1969, ques- 
tloned certain expenses for travel and entertainment incurred by Mr. Cox 
while he was Executive Dlrector of the Norfolk Redevelopment and Housrng 
Authority INRHA), Norfolk, Vlrglnla, and the-use of NRHA labor, equip- 
ment, and materials to construct Mr. Cox's summer home and NRHA labor 
to remodel his apartment. 

Our comments on our examination into statements relating to 
Mr. Cox are enclosed. As agreed with your Executive Secretary, we 
provided Mr. Cox with the opportunity to comment on a draft of this 
report. HIS comments are Included as an appendix to the enclosure. 
Also, we limited our examlnatlon to those areas which could have 
involved the use of Federal funds, 

We are sending a slmllar report to another member of the Congress 
in response to his letter regarding this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

w&a111 Comptroller General 
of the United States 

Enclosure 

The Honorable Lee Metcalf 
United States Senate 
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GENERAL ACCOUNTLNG OFFLCE 
EXAMLNELON LNTO STATErlTLNG 

TO THE FORMER EXECULLVE DLRECTOR OF THE 
NORFOLK RFDEVEEOPMENT AND HOUSLNG AUTHOKLTY 

-NORFOLK, VIRGIN-LA 

The General Accounting Gfflce has examined into certain statements 
made in an artrcle of The Vrrglnia Observer--a Norfolk, Virginia, news- 
paper--dated May 30, 1969, concerning Mr. Lawrence M. Cox, Assistant 
Secretary, Department of Houslng and Urban Development (HUD). These 
statements questioned certain expenses for travel and entertainment 
Incurred by Mr. Cox while he was Executive Drrector of the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority (NRHA) and the use of NRHA labor, 
equipment, and materials to construct his summer home and NRHA labor to 
remodel his apartment. We llmlted our examination to those areas which 
could have involved the use of Federal funds. Our comments follow. 

TRAVEL, AND ENTERTAINMENT EXPENSES 

The newspaper article stated that NRHA had reimbursed Mr. Cox for* 

1. Travel and entertainment expenses that he had incurred while 
serving as a consultant on a private project--"Downtown 
Progress"-- in Washington, D-C. 

2. Non-business-related expenses incurred on trips to Phoenix, 
Arizona, San Francisco, Callfornra, and Mlaml, Florida, 
during April, May, and June 1968, respectively 

3. The cost of meals that he had paid for a consultant to the 
city of Norfolk, offlclals of The Virginian Pilot--a Norfolk 
newspaper--and others. 

To ldentlfy any misuse of Federal funds which may have been Involved 
In these transactions, we examined Lnto NRHA's procedures for accounting 
for travel and entertainment expenses and into the questioned payments. 
In addltlon, we examined into all other payments to Mr. Cox for travel 
and entertainment expenses from February 1968 to April 1969--the period 
covering the specific dates mentioned -Ln the newspaper article. 

NRHA was responsible for operating 14 housing projects, eight urban 
renewal projects, and one neighborhood development project. All the 
projects were federally aided, except three houslng projects which were 
wholly owned by NRHA. Separate accounting records were maintained for 
each project. 

NRHA has a revolving fund and a working fund Costs and expenses 
are generally financed and processed through the revolving fund when 
they are considered applrcable to all projects and through the working 
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fund when they are considered applicable only to the three wholly owned 
NRHA projects. Perlodlcally, the funds are replenlshed and the expenses 
are prorated to the accounts of the various projects. Expenses that 
have been financed from the working fund are prorated solely to the NRHA 
wholly owned projects, and expenses financed from the revolving fund are 
generally prorated to all projects. 

The NRHA Controller Informed us that for about 15 years It had been 
the practrce of NRHA to charge all the Executive Director's travel and 
entertainment expenses to NRHA wholly owned proJects. He informed us 
further that these expenses, except for the cost of alrllne tickets, had 
been pald from the working fund. We traced all the payments of these 
expenses Incurred by Mr. Cox during the period February 1968 to April 
1969 to the Indlvldual accounts of the projects. We found that Mr. Cox's 
entertainment and travel expenses, except for the cost of airline tickets, 
had been financed exclusively from the working fund and charged to the 
three NRHA wholly owned projects and therefore had not involved Federal 
funds. 

The NRHA practice 1s to finance the Executive Drrector's alrllne 
tickets from either the revolving fund or the working fund but to charge 
the costs solely to the NRHA wholly owned projects. We traced all the 
payments for Mr Cox's airline tickets made during the perlo< February 
1968 to April 1969 to the lndlvldual accounts of the projects. We found 
that, with one minor exception, the cost of Mr. Cox's alrllne tickets had 
been charged to the three NRHA wholly owned projects. . 

The exception involved the cost of alrllne travel in the amount of 
$44 that Mr. Cox had rncurred to attend a meeting with HUD offlclals. 
This expense was financed from the revolving fund and subsequently pro- 
rated to all the NRHA projects. We brought this matter to the attention 
of a responsible offlclal who told us that the $44 had been charged to 
all the projects, rather than exclusively to the NRHA wholly owned proj- 
ects, because of an accounting error. 

Therefore, except for $44, all of Mr. Cox's entertainment and travel 
expenses were charged to the three NRHA wholly owned projects and, as a 
result, did not involve Federal funds. 

LABOR, MATERIAL AND EQUIPMENT 

The newspaper article stated that NRHA employees, equipment, and 
materials had been used In the construction of Mr. Cox's summer home and 
that NRHA employees had been used in the remodeling of his apartment. 
We examined into this matter, since the use of NRHA employees, equipment, 
and material could indirectly involve Federal funds. 

. As stated previously, NRHA operates 11 housing projects, eight urban 
renewal projects, and one nelghborhood development project, which are 
federally aided. The Federal ald 1s provided by HUD, and in fiscal year 
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1969 such aid amounted to a total of about $1.8 million for the 20 proI- 
ects. Wlth-Ln vdrlous limitations, the amount of Federal ard 1s determined, 
In essence, by the amount that the cost of each prolect exceeds prolect 
revenues, and therefore any increase in a project's costs would result in 
an increase in the Federal contribution. 

Due to the nature of the actlvitles and of the relatlonshlps between 
the parties Involved, there was an absence of independent sources of data, 
such as are generally available to us in our regular examinations. There- 
fore, by necessity, a large part of the data that we obtained during our 
examination was obtained through discussions with partles involved in the 
actlvltles and through examination of those records that they made avall- 
able to us. 

Information obtained regarding the 
use of NRHA employees to construct 
a house at Cedar Point, Virginia 

During our review we contacted every person known to us who might 
have had lnformatlon regarding the use of NRHA employees to construct the 
house owned by Mr. Cox in an area known as Cedar Point in Nansemond County, 
Virginia, which was referred to in the newspaper article as Mr. Cox's 
"summer home." Of the 29 persons we contacted, only one--a former employee 
of NRHL-informed us that he believed that Mr. Cox's house at Cedar Point 
had been constructed by NRHA employees. 

The former employee stated that he had never worked at Cedar Point 
and that his belief was based on the absence of certain employees for 
several days at a time and on an offer of weekend employment, which was 
subsequently canceled, that he had received from his NRHA supervisor. He 
said that he thought that the absent employees were working on Mr. Cox's 
house and that, although the supervisor had not said so, the weekend 
employment he was offered was for the purpose of installing roofing on 
Mr. COX'S house. The former employee stated also that he had visited 
Cedar Point on Saturday, February 22, 1969, and had seen men working on 
the house. He said, however, that he was too far away to identify the 
men. He stated also that he could not substantiate the lnformatlon that 
he was glvlng us. 

Although no NRHA employees informed us that they had helped construct 
the house at Cedar Point, nine Informed us that they had worked at the 
summer home after the construction apparently had been completed. Infor- 
matlon obtalned during discussions with these employees indicated that the 
employees were involved in site clearing, landscaping, and constructing a 
slate patlo. The men told us that they had worked at Cedar Point only on 
their own time and that they had been paid In cash by either the NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer or another NRHA employee who was foreman for 
the work done at Cedar Point for each day that they had worked The NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer and the NRHA foreman stated that they had 
received funds from a representative for a land development company for 
the total amount of work done and that they had pald the other men In cash. 
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We discussed supervisory control over NRHA employees wrth three NRHA 
supervisors who were responsrble for certlfyrng the trme and attendance 
records of six of the employees who had worked at Cedar Pornt. All three 
supervisors informed us that they had not worked at Cedar Pornt at any 
time and that they had maintained close supervision over the SIX employees 
and therefore knew that they had not worked at Cedar Pornt during their 
NRHA workrng hours. 

We found that the land development company referred to by the NRHA 
employees did not malntarn offices U.-I Norfolk but was represented by an 
agent. The agent Informed us that the company, a corporation, had two 
houses built on land that It owned at Cedar Point and that Mr. Cox had 
purchased one of the two houses on August 1, 1969. We subsequently verr- 
fzed that the deed transferring the property to Mr. Cox was dated August 1, 
1969. 

The agent Informed us that both the houses constructed for the corpo- 
ratron had been built by a local builder. He sard that the house purchased 
by Mr. Cox origlnally had been intended as a guest house for the use of 
potential purchasers of land from the corporatron but that It was subse- 
quently put up for sale. He informed us that Mr. Cox had first expressed 
an Interest in purchasing the house about a month prior to Its sale on 
August 1, 1969. 

The agent informed us also that the corporation had no permanent 
employees and that he therefore hired workers as needed. He said that he 
paid for the work and was subsequently reimbursed by the corporation. The 
agent stated that, among others, he had on occasion hired on a temporary 
basis men who he understood were off-duty employees of NRHA. He said that 
he could identify only two of the lndlvlduals that he had hired--the NRHA 
Chref Maintenance Engineer, whom he contacted when he needed workers, and 
another NRHA employee 1.n the NRHA Central Maintenance Department. The 
agent conflrmed that he had pald either one or the other of these two men 
for the total amount of work done each time at Cedar Point and that they 
paid the other men. 

The agent informed us that he had met the Chief Maintenance Engineer 
through Mr. Cox whom we found to be an officer of the corporatron repre- 
sented by the agent. Annual reports filed by the corporation with the 
State of Vrrgrnla 1.n 1968 and 1969 showed Mr. Cox to be the Vice Presrdent- 
Treasurer and a dlrector of the corporation. 

The agent Informed us that, during February and March of 1969--before 
the house was purchased by Mr. Cox--the agent had hired several men who, 
he understood, were employed by NRHA during the week, to work on weekends 
at the site of the house subsequently purchased by Mr. Cox. He said that 
these men had cleared brush and performed some landscaping. He stated that 
they had not participated In construction of the house. The agent showed 
us an Informal record, which he said related to this work, that showed that 
from five to seven men had been paid on five consecutrve Saturdays between 
February 15 and March 15, 1969. Accordrng to the record, a total of 
$644.44 was paid for the work. 
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The Chief Maintenance Eng-Lneer conflrmed that the agent for the cor- 
poration had contacted him when temporary workers were needed. He said 
that he had conveyed the requests to NRHA employees through another NRHA 
employee and that the other employee selected the men to work from those 
men who saxd they wanted to work. 

The engineer stated that the work at Cedar Point generally consisted 
of clearing the land and landscaping. He stated that neither he nor the 
other NRHA employees had partlcxpated in the construction of the house now 
owned by Mr. Cox. 

The nine NRHA employees who told us that they had worked at Cedar 
Point conflrmed that they had worked there during the period covered by 
the agent's records and that the work had conslsted generally of con- 
structlng a patlo, clearing brush, and landscaping. We reviewed the NRHA 
payroll records and found that the nine men had not been pald by NRHA for 
the Saturdays on which the agent's records showed that he had hlred and 
pald for NRHA employees to work at Cedar Point. 

In a further effort to determlne whether NRHA labor might have been 
used In constructing Mr. Cox's home, we lntervlewed the contractor who 
constructed the house. The contractor lnformed‘us that no NRHA employees 
had been used to construct the house. In addltlon, he made his records 
avallable to us, and we found that he had incurred labor costs. Also, we 
found no evidence that NRHA employees had been used. 

Informatxon obtained regarding the use 
of NRHA employees prior to construction 
of the house at Cedar Point 

Although only one of the 29 lndlvlduals that we contacted Informed 
us of his belief that NRHA employees had been used to construct Mr. Cox's 
house, another lndlvldual, also a former NRHA employee, informed us that 
NRHA employees had been improperly used for other purposes at Cedar Point. 
Although he said that he had not worked at Cedar Point, he informed us 
that NRHA employees had worked there In 1967, 1968, and 1969. He said 
that he could not recall speclflcally when various types of work had been 
performed, however, he stated that some of the work had been done on week- 
days during NRHA working hours and that the NRHA employees usually had 
been supervised by NRHA supervisors He stated also that much of the work 
had been performed prior to the construction of Mr. Cox's house. 

The former employee informed us that he had accompanied the NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Engineer on trips to Cedar Point on weekdays during 
normal NRHA working hours on at least 15 occasions. He said that some- 
trmes NRHA employees had been working at Cedar Point while he was there. 

The former employee said that he did not know whether the employees 
had been pald by NRHA for all the time they worked at Cedar Point He 
said that many NRHA employees frequently worked for NRHA at night and on 



. ENCZOSURE 
Page 6 

weekends and other days off for which work they received compensatory 
time rather than overtime pay. He stated, however, that the amount of 
time the NRHA employees worked at Cedar Point while being paid by NRHA 
was significant. 

Much of the information provided by the former employee concerned 
the Chief Maintenance Engineer. He stated that the engineer served as 
consultant and/or supervised the (1) erection of a chain link fence, 
(2) drilling of a well, (3) layout of the Cedar Point road system, and 
(4) clearing of the land, including preparation of the site for Mr. Cox's 
house. 

The former employee informed us that he did not have any records or 
other documents that would substantiate the information that he was glv- 
ing us. 

The NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer confirmed that he and other NRHA 
employees had worked at Cedar Point for the corporation for a number of 
years. He stated that neither he nor, as far as he knew, any other NRHA 
employee had worked at Cedar Point at any time while being paid by NRHA. 
He advised us that, with the exception of some trips that he had made to 
Cedar Point, the work was always performed either on weekends or during 
weekday evenings. The engineer stated that the work at Cedar Point gen- 
erally consisted of clearing the land and landscaping. 

In regard to the trips that he had made to Cedar Point on weekdays, 
the engineer stated that he had made about 15 such trips over'a 3-year 
period and that he was either on annual leave or on compensatory time 
from NRHA when he made the trips. He said that he had made the trips to 
check on the progress being made at the development. He said that he bad 
been alone on these occasions, however, he said that he and a former NRHA 
employee (the employee referred to on p. 5) had played golf at Cedar Point 
several times on weekdays and on weekends. He said that both he and the 
former employee had been either on annual leave or on compensatory time 
from NRHA on these occasions. He could not provide us with the specific 
dates that he had made the trips to Cedar Point. 

The engineer stated that he had not served as consultant and/or 
supervised the (1) erection of a chain link fence, (2) drilling of a well, 
and (3) layout of the Cedar Point road system. He confirmed that, in the 
absence of the agent for the corporation, he had on occasion supervised 
clearing and landscaping at Cedar Point. He said that when he had done 
so he had been paid by the agent for the corporation and not by NRHA. 

-The engineer informed us that he did not have any records or other 
documents that would substantiate the information that he was giving us, 

In addition to the engineer, eight other NRHA employees informed us 
that they had performed work at Cedar Point prior to the work done in 
early calendar year 1969. All of these men told us that this work had 
been done on their own time, 
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The agent showed us informal records Indicating that, prior to cal- 
endar year 1969, he had hired NRHA employees on two occasions In 1968 and 
on fcur occasions in 1967 and had paid a t,>tal of about $540 for th1.s 
work. The informal records of the agent did not generally show the names 
of the men. 

All the dates furnished us by the agent, with the exceptlon of one in 
1967, were Saturdays For this 1967 date, the agent's informal records 
did not show the names of the men who had worked and the agent informed us 
that he could not recall any of their names. We interviewed one NRHA 
employee who stated that he may have worked on that date while he was on 
vacation. The NRHA records shosed that thas employee was on annual leave 
on the 1967 date In question. He identified one other NRHA employee who, 
he believed, had worked with him. The other NRHA employee stated that he 
did not recall working at Cedar Point on that date. 

Consequently, we again contacted the first employee who advised us 
that he had been mistaken about the employee named previously and identl- 
fled a different employee as having worked with him. This employee also 
Informed us that he could not recall working at Cedar Point on that day, 
The NRHA records showed that one of the two NRHA employees identified had 
been on annual leave on the 1967 date in questi*on but that the other 
employee had not. 

Information obtained regarding the use of NRHA - 
equipment to construct the house at Cedar Point 

Two former NRHA employees whom we contacted regarding the work at 
Cedar Point informed us that NRHA-owned small tools and vehicles had been 
used there. One of the former employees said that the small tools con- 
sisted of such tools as shovels, rakes, and hoes. He said that the NRHA 
vehicles that he had seen at Cedar Point had been the automobiles assigned 
to Mr. Cox and another NRHA official. He said that he had not seen any 
construction equipment at Cedar Point and that he had no knowledge that 
such equipment was used. 

The agent of the corporation informed us that he had no knowledge of 
NRHA tools or vehicles being used at Cedar Point. The NRHA Chief Mainte- 
nance Engineer, however, confirmed that NRHA-o-wned small tools had been 
used at Cedar Point and that NRHA-owned automobiles had been at Cedar 
Point. The engineer said that he was the person within NRHA responsible 
for tools and that, although he had not specifically authorized the use 
of the tools at Cedar Point, he was aware of their being used. The engl- 
neer stated that one of the NRHA employees supervising the off-duty NRHA 
employees working at Cedar Point had carried these tools to the site and 
had returned them to NRHA. He said that no other NRHA equipment had been 
used at Cedar Point. 

The engineer said that no NRHA-owned vehicles had been used to per- 
form work at Cedar Point. He stated that Mr. Cox had been asslgned an 
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NRHA-owned automobile for his use and that Mr. Cox had driven this automo- 
bile to Cedar Pornt on many occasions. The engineer said also that he had 
driven the NRHA automobile assrgned to hrm to Cedar Point prior to 1964 
but that he had not taken it to Cedar Pornt after that time. We verified 
that a NRHA-owned vehicle had been specifically assrgned to Mr. Cox 

Several of the NRHA employees who had worked at Cedar Point also told 
us that NRHA-owned small tools, such as shovels and rakes, had been used 
at Cedar Point They all said, however, that they had no knowledge of 
NRHA-owned equipment and vehicles being used to perform work at Cedar 
Point. 

Information obtained regarding the 
use of NRHA materials to construct 
the house at Cedar Point 

The agent of the corporation' informed us that the contractor that 
constructed the house had purchased the materials and that he did not know 
of any materials that had been obtained from NRHA that were used in the 
construction of the house owned by Mr. Cox. He said, however, that he 
had purchased some slate from NRHA that had been used to build a patlo at 
the house He stated also that he had not obtained any other materials 
from NRHA. 

The NRHA Chief Maintenance Engrneer confirmed that some NRHA slate 
had been sold to the corporation He said that the slate had been sal- 
vaged from one of the NRHA demolition prolects and was excess to NRHA 
needs. He said that, prior to this sale, salvaged slate had been given 
away or used as land fill. He stated that he had determined the amount 
that the corporation was charged for the slateon the basis of the aver- 
age of quoted prices obtained from several slate companies 

The engineer informed us that the slate was the only material used 
at the site of Mr. Cox's house that had been obtained from NRHA. He said 
that he had arranged for some salvaged cobblestones to be taken to the 
site of the house but that he had returned them to NRHA when the planned 
use of the cobblestones became an issue in a Norfolk newspaper. He stated 
that the corporation would have paid for the cobblestones if they had been 
used. 

The various other persons we contacted relative to the work at Cedar 
Point knew of no other material obtalned from NRHA that had been used in 
the constructron of the house owned by Mr Cox or elsewhere at Cedar Point. 

The contractor that constructed the house informed us that he had not 
obtarned any materials from NRHA. His records showed that he had incurred 
costs for materials and did not show that materials had been obtained from 
NRHA. In addition, we examined the contractor's records for the types of 
material used in the construction of the house, which we had noted were 
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stocked by NRHA The records substantrated that the contractor had pur- 
chased the Items from commercral sources. 

The NRHA accounting records showed the receipt of $150 from the agent 
for the corporation for the slate. In additron, the NRHA Controller pro- 
vlded us wrth a reproduction of the agent's check for $150. We noted that 
NRHA had brlled the agent for the slate on April 11, 1969, approximately a 
month after the patio was Installed 

The NRHA Controller said that salvaged material from demolished proj- 
ects 1s consldered surpLus and 1s not carried on NRHA records. He lndl- 
cated that the aforementroned salvaged slate and cobblestones were of this 
nature and had not been picked up on NRHA inventory records. He said that 
the NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer was authorrzed to dispose of such sur- 
plus material from demolished projects. 

Information obtained relative to 
the apartment at Haque Towers 

The newspaper article stated that Mr. Cox had compelled 

"NRHA workers to remodel his penthouse apartment at the Haque 
Tower (when he moved, Cox had NRHA Maintenance Superintendent 
[name deleted] to substantiate the value of the improvements 
for resale to the new tenant) 'I 

The lndlvldual referred to as the Maintenance Superintendent In the article 
was the NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer. 

With the exceptlon of one person, whom we could not locate, we con- 
tacted every person known to us who mrght have information regarding the 
use of NRHA employees to remodel Mr Cox's apartment. Only one of these 
lndlvlduals indicated that NRHA employees might have remodeled the apart- 
ment on NRHA time. He said that he had no frrsthand knowledge of the 
matter but that he had heard that some NRHA employees had worked on 
Mr. Cox's apartment during time that they were being paid by NRHA and 
that NRHA equrpment had been used -Ln the remodeling. He informed us, how- 
ever, that he could not substantiate the lnformatlon that he was glvlng us 
and that he did not know anyone who could provide us with lnformatlon 
regarding thus matter. 

The NRHA Chief Maintenance Engineer informed us that NRHA employees 
had not remodeled Mr. Cox's apartment. He sard that Mr. Cox had hired an 
interior decorating company to advlse and assist him in remodelrng his 
apartment. He stated that the apartment had been painted in connection 
wrth the remodeling and that Mr. Cox had hired an NRHA employee to paint 
the apartment during his off-duty hours. The engineer said that the 
individual who had painted the apartment was no longer employed at NRHA. 

One other NRHA employee conflrmed that a former NRHA employee had 
done some painting at Mr. Cox's apartment. He sard that the former 
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employee had told him tne painting had been done on his own time. He 
said also that the -Lndlvldual Involved often had done such work on his 
own time. He added that he had worked with the former employee doing 
palntrng work after regular NRHA working hours but that he had not 
helped to paint Mr. Cox's apartment. 

We were Informed that the lndlvldual who had palnted Mr. Cox's apart- 
ment had moved from the Norfolk area and that his present location was 
unknown. 

In regard to the statement In the newspaper article that he had sub- 
stantlated the value of improvements in Mr. Cox's apartment, the NRHA 
Chief Maintenance Eng-Lneer informed us that the article was apparently 
referrlng to a cabinet-type room divider. He said that Mr. Cox had a 
private contractor build a room dlv-Lder for his apartment ln connectlon 
with the remodeling. He said that, when Mr. Cox considered selling the 
room dlvlder to a prospective tenant of the apartment, Mr. Cox had asked 
him to inform the prospective tenant of rts cost. The engineer stated 
that he had knowledge of the cost of the room dlvlder because of dlscus- 
slons with Mr Cox and not because he had particrpated in Its construc- 
tion. s 

The engineer informed us that he had not substantiated for prospec- 
tlve tenants the cost of any other improvements in Mr Cox's apartment, 
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSiNG AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

WASHINGTON, D C 20410 

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR RENEWAL AND HOUSING ASSISTANCE February 18, 1970 

IN REPLY REFER TO 

Mr. Max Hlrschhorn 
Associate Director 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. HIrschhorn: 

Thank you for your letter of February 6 lnvitlng my comment on 
the draft report of your lnvestrgatlon into certain statements 
relating to my actlvlties as Executive Director of the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and HousIng Authority prior to my appointment as 
Assistant Secretary with the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. As you have requested, the following comments are 
entirely personal and do not in any way represent the views of 
the Department. 

I am pleased to have this opportunity to comment, for I belleve 
the Report clearly and conclusively confirms the fact that there 
has been no misuse of Federal funds and no lmproprlety In the 
use of labor, equipment or materials owned by the Norfolk 
Redevelopment and Housing Authority. 

As the Report lndlcates, a large number of responszble lndlvlduals 
having first-hand knowledge in the matter were lntervlewed. All 
but two denied the allegations, and provided ample supporting 
evidence and documentation to support their assertions. Whereas 
the two unnamed lndlvlduals who were former employees and who 
made certain allegations were unable to substantiate their 
assertions, and even appeared unable to attest to first-hand 
knowledge concerning their allegations. 

But as the statements of all the other lndlvlduals verify and 
as the available records support, the employees of NRHA who 
worked at Cedar Point did so of their own free will, on their 
own time, and were paid by the developer and not by NF?HA. 
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In summary, the Report reflects that a thorough and accurate 
lnvestlgatlon has been made of the reported allegations, and 
fully confxms my personal earnest convlctlon that the 
allegations are untrue and wlthout foundation. 




